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not feed and house an apprentice decently; as for clothing him, there
are frequent complaints, not only that the master has failed to provide
clothes, but that he has pawned those belonging to the apprentice.*
When one remembers the general want of education, the drinking
habits, the bad housing conditions, and the habitual resort to violence
characteristic of the period, it is fairly clear that to entrust a boy or girl
to the sole care of a struggling artisan, who hoped to make a profit out
of the child's work, was not a satisfactory way of providing for a child*
The surprising thing is, not that it often turned out badly, but that it
sometimes turned out well
It is of course true that the records of Quarter Sessions and of the Old
Bailey show only the failures of the system. But on the other hand they
show only a very small proportion of the failures. Innumerable ap-
prentices ran away.61 Innumerable complaints, both from masters and
apprentices were made to the justices and to the rotation offices and
(after 1792) to the poKce offices without coming before Quarter Ses-
sions. There must have been an immense number of cases where the
child was too poor, ignorant and friendless to be able to appeal against
his master. There are, for instance, noticeably few chimney-sweeps*
cases in the Sessions records.
Industrially, the apprenticeship of poor boys led to the over-stocking
of trades. When a Bill was introduced in 1779 to throw open the bakers*
and butchers* trades by making apprenticeship unnecessary, the Bakers*
Company of London petitioned against it on the ground that 'the
bakers' trade being principally carried on with the assistance of poor
apprentices . . . the . . . bill would be extremely prejudicial to the
bakers'.62
As early as 1710 the excessive number of apprentices taken by the
framework-knitters, ten or more to one journeyman, gave rise to
machine breaking in London. Many parish apprentices were taken by
the Nottingham stocking-weavers, especially after 1728, when it was
decided that they were outside the authority of the London Company.
The fee of £5 given by the parish was an additional inducement to take
them. One man had always twenty-five apprentices, more or less, and
had not employed a journeyman for years. As a result, between 1740
and 1750
* See Appendix IV.

